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High Quality Water Alternative Analysis

Thc Antidegladation hnplernentation Proceclures outlined in 401 I(AR 5:030, Section l(3)(b)5 allorvs an applicant who does rrol
acccpt the effl ttent lirritations lequired by subparagraphs 2 and 3 of 5:030, Section I (2)(b) to demonstlate to the satisfaction of the
Envirotltrrcntal and Public Pl'otection Cabinet that no technologically or economically feasible alternatives exist and that allou,ino
lou'er rvatet quality is necessary to accorìrmodate irnporfant econonric or social developnlent in the alea in rvhich thc l,ater is
locatecl. The ap¡rloval of a POTW's regional facility plan pursuant to 401 l(AR 5:006 shalì derrronstr-atc corn¡tliance rvith the
alter¡tatives analysis ancl socioecotrornic demonstration fol a legional facility. This denronstlation shall also inclucle this corrrpletecl
lorm and copies of arry engineering repolts, econonric feasibility studies, or other supporlirìg docurnentation

Permit Infbrmation

Facility Name: Cash Cleel< Generation, LLC KPDES NO.: Ap¡rlication Pending

Address: I(Y State Highlay 1078 County: Henderson

Cit¡,, State. Zip Code: Hendelson, KY 42420 Receiving Water Name: Gleen River

II. Alternatives Analysis - For each alternative belorv, discuss ryhat options ryere considered and state rvhy these
options lvere not consiclered feasible.

I

l. Discharge to other treatment facilities. Indicate r,vhich treatment r,vorks have been considerecl
ancl provicle the leasons r,vhy discharge to these works is not feasible.

Both on-site and alternative third-party treatment rvorks have been considered by Cash Creek
Generation, LLC (the "Applicant" or' "CCG"). On-site treatment facilities, inclutling an inlet
n'ater treatment facility, a Zero-Liquitl-Discharge ("ZLD") facility, and a sanitary wastelvâter
trcat¡¡rent facility, have been selected for implementation in preference to use of third-party
treatment rvorks. Attachment II-1. provides details on the on-site antl alternative treatment
facilities that ryere evalunted.

2. Use of other clischarge locatiotts. Indicate what other discharge locations have been evaluatecl
aud the reasolìs rvhy these locatious are not feasible.

In atldition to the third-party treâtment rvorks addressed in Section II-1., the Applicant
considered clischarge to other surface rvaters located in proximity to the Cash Creek Generating
Station. Cash Creek is a small, lveather-dependent tributary to the Green River that flows
through the CCG property. When influenced by rvet rveather, the mean annual llorv of Cash
Creek is l0 millio¡t gallons per day (MGD) or 6,944 gnllons per minute (gpm), rvith the loryest
mean florv tluring seven consecutive days over a ten year period being 0, antl the loryest mean
llorv tluring seven consecutive day,s over r¡ t\yo yeâr period also being 0. Thus, alternative surf ace
rvater discharge points i¡rto Cash Creek rvere all rejected clue to the fact that Cash Creek has
significantlv lorver llorv rates than the Green River and the discharges rvoukl intrnediately rlrain
to the GreeIl River. Based upon florv volumes, discharge from the fhcilit¡'into Cash Creek rvoultl
tlisru¡rt the natural llorv charncteristics and aquatic habitnt of the strenm.
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II. Alternatives Analvsis - conti¡ruc¡l

3. Wafer reuse or recycle. Provide infonlratiolr about o¡lportunities fol water leuse or recycle at this
facility. If water reuse or recycle is not a feasible alter¡rative at this fhcility, please indicate the
leasons why.

The Applicant has dcsigncd the Cash Creek Gencrafing Station ("CCGS") fo nlaximizc rcuse and recycle of
water. Spccifìcally, thc following tl¡ree (3) rcuse/r'ecyclc processcs ârc encompasscd within Äpplicant's KPDDS
application (Items l-4). A(l(litional altcrnatives were also revierved, but nof included in thc KPDIIS a¡rplication
(Item 5).

t ) All rainfall that contacts thc CCGS coal pile is capturcd in a coal ¡rile run-off ¡roncl antl is then rccycle<l
to the gasifier slurry process to elinlinate the neecl for a coal pile run-off outfall to the G¡'cen River.

2) All gasificr proccss wasfewatcr is trcatctl in a ZLD rvith tlrc rcsultanf clarificd water (598 gprn) rrcycled
to the gasification process.

3) Cooling torver ntake-u¡r rvatcr is recyclcd to scvcn (7) cycles of concentration to reducc the cooling torver
f¡lorvdorvn fi'om 4300000 gpm to 1,224 gpm (a 99.720 reduction). In arldition, high efficiency drift
eli¡ninators ort the cooling towcr as rcquircrl by the CCGS air ¡rerrnit allorvs for a closed loo¡l watcr
rccirct¡lation systern for cooling fhe Powcr Block, thus reduci¡rg rvatcr i¡lfake.

4) Thc facility's air quality perrnif requircs that dust supprcssion activifics for the matelial handling systcrn
l¡e c<¡ntluctcd. So¡rrc proccss watcr will l¡e ¡rtilizcd f<rr tlust su¡l¡trcssion ât thc facility's 901000 ton coal

¡lilc, antl for lbgging and rnisting of'rnaterial hanrllirrg cnlission ¡roinfs, including the barge unloarling
aren alrtl tl'ansfc¡' points on the conveyor belfs. As statecl al¡ovc (Itcrn l), nuroff froln the coal pile is
recycletl to the gasificr slurry proccss. Basetl upon the nature of the activify, tlris is a small, inter¡¡rittcllt
volu¡ne. 'fhus, in ¿¡ccortlance rvith thc fircility's air ¡rollution pcnnito s¡nall a¡nourrts of lvaf'er rcusc rvill l¡e
conclucfed.

5) Thc potential fr¡ rcu.sc pl'ocess wastcrvater fr¡r vchicle washing and facilily haul roads was evaluatcd.
I{owever, thc CCGS air qualify pennit requires thaf fhe facilify's har¡l roarls be pavcd. Thus, wafcring
antl vchiclc washing would not l¡c a viablc usc of recyclcd rvaste rvater.

4. Alternativc process or treatment optious. lrrdicatc what ¡:rocess or ttcatnlerìt <l¡:tions l:ave beeu
evalr¡ated and provide the reasons tlrey were not consícle¡cd feasible.
The ¡rrocess trcatrnent o¡rtions that havc becn c<¡nsitlered includc:

o clarificatiort and tlc¡nine¡'alization for inlet wafcr to re<luce rvatel cr¡usum¡rtion,
c üse of a ZLD fo ¡naxinlize lvâter rcuse antl ¡niuirnizc discharge of ¡rollutants,. ust: of c<loling forvcr recyclc to rnini¡nize watcr consunr¡lfion ancl wastervatcr discllarge

rvhile retlucing parficulate e¡nissions in úhe cooling tower clrifl,
o recirculation of coal pile nrn-off into thc gasification ¡rroccss, antl
e installation of a rvastewatcr tl'eatlncnt plant to a<ldress sanifary rvastc.

lùach of thcse ¡lrocess treatment options have been accc¡rtetl as feasiblc, by CCG, anrl fbrm fhc
l¡asis for CCG's KPDITS application.

Althouglt thcre is not a <lircct llr occss coln¡larison of CCGS's o¡rcratiou to a f radi(ional
¡lulverizetl coal (PC) ¡rlant, thc rvater i¡rtakc fbr a tratlitional PC plauf is gcnemlly bctwcen l2-14
gpnt/MW and a coal gasifying o¡rcration rvafer intake is fypically in the range of I3.5 gpm/MW.
I{orvever, r¡nlikc a PC plant, an operation like CCGS prorluces lroth electricity (gpm/Mril) anrl
ap¡rroxirnately 41204 MCF of gas; thus, maldng the ¡rroccss more efficiento by protlucing two
ploducts at roughly the samc intakc volumc,
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IL Alternatives Analysis - continued

5. On-sitc or subsurface disposal options. Discu.ss tlre potential for on-site or subsulface dis¡rosal,
If these o¡rtions are not feasil:le, then please ilrclicate the reasons why,
The volumc of the Applicant's wastewater discharge (I.38 MGD) r'enders on-site disposal in a
septic systcm or leach bed irnpractical drre to space constraints on Ap¡rlicant's 2,050 acrc sitc. In
adtlition, on-site dispoéal woultl ttcccssitate piping systems that rvor¡ld ncccssarily impacú
rvctlantls and various intermittent/c¡lhemer.al strcams on the CCGS site.

Subsurfacc disposal is also not an option because the CCGS is sited on rcclaimed surface nrinetl
lantl. Therefore, the sul¡surface chamcter of thc land is comprised of mine spoil (approaching
cighty (80) fcct in depth in sonre areas). This layer of mine spoil rende rs use of a scptic systcm or
leach l¡ccl technically irnprobablc tluc to the prcsence of bouldcrs and othcr soil anonralics.

Finally, tlte rrso of ¡n on-sitc spray fiekl application rvas cvaluatc<t; horvever', minirnat to no space
associatetl rvith thc a¡lplicant's 21050 acrcs is availal¡lc for usc âs a sprây fïckl. Currcnt planned
use of thc 2,050 acrcs includcs:

o The plant footprint (i.e., mâfct'ial handling ancl storagc, cqui¡llnent, ¡raved surfaces, cfc.);
. Operatirrg oil rvclls i¡¡ thc southwest col'¡rcr of the sil'e ;
¡ Prolxrsed slag tlisposal area (pending pcrmitting âpp¡'oval) - all three of the uses

¡¡tc¡tfio¡¡cd al¡t¡ve cornprisc rouglrly half of the sitc); and
c Poltions (i.e., roughly half of thc sitc - locafcd cast of fhe plant f'oot¡l'int - see map in

KPDES application), if not ufilized for slag dis¡losal, rvill continue to be leascd to privatc
otvllct's for use as farnrlantl. Tahing this ¡lofentially unused lanrl off the nlarket fbr use as
a spr'¡ìy fieltl cor¡ltl negâtively impact both econo¡¡ric and agricultural growth fhe local
âreâ.

6, lìvah¡ation of atty <¡thcr altcrnativcs to lowering watcr quality. Dcscritre any othel altcrnativcs
thal were evaluatecl ancl ¡rrovicle the reasons why these alte¡'natives were not feasible.
llvaluations of altcrnatives to the ¡rlanned wastervater dischargc in CCG's KPDES application
are tlcsclibed in Sections II.-1 through II.-5 above. Äll arc cithcr being inrplc¡nenúed (on-sitc
tt'catmcnt ancl wafer reuse/rccycle) or have been detcr¡ninerl to I¡c infeasil¡le (third-party
f reatntenf works, dischargc to altcrnaf ivc strca¡ns, antl o¡r-sitc sul¡surface disposal).

Abando¡ttncnt of fhe project rvoul<l avoid inlpacús to water quality frorn planned Ploject
activitics. Holvever', abautlon¡nent rvoulcl rcsult in thc loss of lnore than .$100 millio¡r dollals <¡f
annr¡al cconornic activity and bcncfits úo the coln¡nunify anrl regiol.
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Socioeconomic Demonstration

l. State the positive ancl beneficial effects of this facility on the existingenvilonment ora ¡rublic health

The conversion ol coal to natural gas antl electricity rlramatically retluces emissions of air
¡tollutants as compared to traditionnl pulverized coal electric generation technologies. It also
provicles fbr conversion of coal to â scarce clean-burning fuel (natural gas) fbr home heating and
nutomobile lirel (compressecl nntural gas) applications. The CCGS is also capturing CO2
protluced in the gasilication process nnd has executed a contract to sell all CO2 protluced fbr
Enhanced Oil Recovery ("EOR"). EOR reduces our nation's tlependence on lbreign oil supplies
antl tliminishes energy price volatility in the United States. Lastly, sulfirr captured in the
gasification antl sulfïr recovery processes provides a valuable feedstock to domestic f'ertilizer
¡rroducers.

Sirnpll' statetl, this lhcility rvill: provitle high quality and substantial employment to the area;
increase the srrppl¡, of natural gas to meet our energy needs; generate signilïcant arnounts of
electricitl'; improve the supplv of fertilizer to the agricultural community; incrense the
¡lrotlttction of'oil fi'om existing lvells and accomplish all of this rvhile emitting less air ¡lollutiorr
than an1'other coal li¡eled fhcility in the country.

2. Describe this facility's effect ou

See res¡ronse to III-3 belorv. The
lìrll-time) n'ill decrease Henderson
entl of'August, 2008.

tlte eutployureut of thc ureu

2,200 additional employment opportunities (construction and
County's current unemployment rate, n'hich rvas 5.8%o at the

3. Describe horv this facility will or avoid the decrease of area eurploymeut.

Construction of the CCGS rvill generate up to 1,500 construction jobs over a 48 month periotl.
Tltereafler, the CCGS rvill create approximately 250 fi¡ll-time operations and ¡naintenance jobs.
The Project's coal usage (2.8 million tons annually) is expected to create approximately 150
atltlitionnl mining jobs. A study of a similar gasification facility by Northerrr Illinois University
estimated that increased regional economic activity cor¡ld create an additional 300 jobs.

Therelbre, the CCGS is ex¡lectecl to create 1,500 construction and 700 nerv
o¡l¡lortunities.

emplovment

4. Describe the industrial or commercial be¡refits to the community,
aclditional re\¡enr¡es, the creatiou ofnerv or additional tax bases.

the cleation of.jobs, the raising of

The combinetl eco¡romic effect of increased employment (payroll), property taxes, conl
consumption (inclutling severânce tax), antl indirect economic benelìts (based on standard
economic development multipliers) resulting from the construction and o¡reration of the $2.0
billion CCGS is expected to exceed $100 million annually. Although the specific amount and
allocation of the fhcility's annual property taxes are unknorvn, the facility's contribution to the
local tax bnse is ex¡lected to benefit Henderson County schools antl support maintenance and
im¡rrovement activities to County facilities that rvill facilitate ndditional eco¡romic develo¡lment
p roj ects.

5. Describe any other econo¡lic or

See Attach¡nent III-5.

DIIP l:o¡nr

benefits to the community.
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Socioeconomic Demonstration - continued

13. Does this project treat any existing sources of pollution more effectively?
(lf so clescribe horv.)

The locatiolt of the proposed CCGS is a former mine site. No existing sources (i.e., otd mining
equipment, lÏel tanks, etc.) of pollution currently exist on site. In order fbr the property to be
bond relensed per mining regulations, the site had to be reclaimecl and sources of existing
pollution removerl.

Yes No

!

n

!

6. Will this ¡rroject be likely to chauge uredian household incoure in the county'l
See response to III-5.
7 . lVill this project likely cltange the market value of taxable property in the county'Ì
The econornic grorvth describecl in Sections III-2 through III-5 is expected to significantly iucrease
the market value of taxable property in Hendersou County.
8. lVill this project increase or decrease reveuues in the county'l
The CCGS is expected to significautly increase property tax and coal severance tax revenues in
Henderson County.

Will any public buildiugs be affected by this system?

10. Hon' rrrany households will be econonticrilbt s¡ socially impacted by this project? Direct
emplovtrrent o¡tportunities could impact as m:rny as 1,900 households in Henderson antl
surrountling cot¡nties. Assuming a conservâtive economic impnct multiplier of 5X
employnrent,9,500 householtls rvould be positively impactecl by the CCGS.

1 1. Hotv will those households be econonticall¡, 6¡ sociallst iurpacted? (For example, through creation
ofjobs, educational opportunities, or other social or econol'nic benefits.)

These householtls rvill be positively impacted economically through:
o creation ofjobs (as set forth above),
o increased economic activity in the community based on the inf'usion of direct payroll

dollars and the sale of goods and services to both the CCGS and its employees, and
. impl'oved infrastructure premised on increased local government tax revenue.

The CCGS l'ill also provide increased social and educational opportunities that rvill be supported
b¡,both increaserl local ancl state tax bases.

12. Does tltis project replace auy other methods of sewage treatment to existing facilities?
(lf so clescribe how)

The CCGS n'ill not replace any methods of servage treâtment ât existing thcilities. Horvever, by
installing an o¡r-site fhcility to treat snnitary rvaste produced at the site, the CCGS rvill not
consttme available treâtment capacity at existing treatment facilities, thus, preserving existing
capacity lbr fi¡ture economic grorvth in the community.

n i-_r

Yes

!
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Socioeconomic Demonstration - continued

IV Certification: I certify uncler ¡renalty of larv that this clocurnent ancl all attachrìlents wele preparecl under rrry dircction or

strbtrlitted. Bascd on nry inquiry ofthe pelson or pcrsons u,ho nranage the systcrrr, or those pet'sons dircctly rcsponsible for

lcnorvins violations.

Name and Title: /t /,, Ln,l,rL4r,l"^,s, ¡,t4antt,1rA
Telephone No.: ( r¿t) 9t 7- q?¿/

Signature: /4)- rr¿l

14. Does this project eliuriuate any other sources ofdischarge or pollutants?
(lf so describe how.)

The locatioll of the proposed CCGS is a lbrmer mine site. No existing solu'ces (i.e., oltl mining
equi¡lment, lhel tanks, etc.) of ¡lollution currently exist on site. In order lbr the pro¡lerty to be
bond releasetl per mining regulations, the site had to be reclaimed antl sources of existing
¡rollution renlove(1.

15. Horvwill theincreaseinproductionlevelspositivelyaffectthesocioecononlicconclitionofthe
area'l

As the CCGS is a nerv facility, all production represents a¡r increase in production levels. The
CCGS rvill use 2.8 ¡nillion tons of coal each year to produce approximately 36 billion cubic t'eet of
natural gas and 1.9 GWhs of electricity eÍ¡ch year. Additionallv, the facility rvill produce
tpproximatell' 98,000 tons of sulfur per year to manufacture fertilizer and 4.3 million tons of
cnrbon tlioxide annually for EOR. The impact of this protluction on the socioeconomic condition
ol'the nrea is delineated above in Sections III-1 through III-14.

Finall¡', the ZLD treâttnent lhcility rvill treat the coal gasification rvnstervater in a ¡nnnner that
the Applicant believes to be the lìrst application of ZLD technology to a coal gasilication proccss.
As a result of'this technological advance, pollutant loadirrg to the rvastervater receiving botll, (the
Green River) n'ill be reclucetl, \yâter ryithdrarval fiom the Green River is reclucetl; anrl n salt is
protluced fbr reuse or disposal.

16. IJou,u'ill theiucreaseiuoperational efficiencypositivelyaffectthesocioecononlicconclitionofthe
area"l

Again, as the CCGS is a uerv facility, the operational efficiency of the ¡rlant can not be contrasted
rvith a ¡lre-existing efliciency. Horvever, as is explained above, the CCGS process is extremely
eflicient as co¡rrpared to conventional coal combustion fhcilities in protlucing nntural gas antl
clectricit¡'l'hile minimizing environmental impacts associated rvith air pollution, u,ater ¡lollution
nnd solitl rvaste ¡rrocluction. The energy conversion elficiency of the CCGS gasification ¡rrocess is
com¡rarable to the most efficient existing conventional natural gas and electricitv ¡lroduction
PIOCeSSeS.

Finall¡" the rvaste genernted by the gasificâtion process is a vitreous glass-like slag rnther than the
ash that is ¡lrotlucecl in coal combustion processes. This vitreous material is virtualll, non-
leachable and tloes not pose a leachate risk for slag that is stored rather than being beneficially
rettsed. This characteristic represents a significnnt environmental benetìt in avoitling potential
grountlrva ter pollution.

Yes

Revisccl Novcnll¡e¡' 16. 2()04
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Revised High Quality Water Alternative Analysis
Cash Creek Generation, LLC
Henderson County, Kentucky

March 2009

Attachment ll.l

Three on-s¡te treatment facilities were considered for the Cash Creek Generating Station
("CCGS'), specifically:

. an inlet water pretreatment facility that treats water withdrawn from the Green
River to remove suspended and dissolved solids,

o a ZLD facility that treats process wastewater from the gasification process to
produce a crystallized solid product that is used/disposed of off-site and treated
water that is recycled to the gasification process, and

o a wastewater treatment plant to treat the sanitary wastes that are generated on
site.

As part of its KPDES application, CCG has committed to install each of these on-site
treatment facilities at a combined capital cost of $83 million (excluding interest costs
during construction) and an average annual energy usage of 164,000 MWhs ($10.6
million).

ln addition to on-site treatment facilities, the Applicant has considered the possibility of
discharging wastewater from the CCGS to the Henderson Water Utility's ('HWU')
existing treatment works. HWU operates two (2) treatment works, a 4.0 MGD facility
that is located approximately 8.0 miles from the CCGS site (the South Wastewater
Treatment Plant) and a 15.0 MGD facility located approximately 15.0 miles from the
CCGS site (North Wastewater Treatment Plant).

As the Applicant's wastewater discharge totals 1.89 MGD, the initial review of HWU
treatment facilities focused on available capacity. The South Wastewater Treatment
Plant has only 1.2 MGD of capacity available (discharge constraints) and was eliminated
from further consideration as being incapable of accommodating the Applicant's
wastewater. The North Wastewater Treatment Plant has approximately 7.5 MGD of
average available capacity and could meet the Applicant's needs. The optimum means
of access to the North Wastewater Treatment Plant would require an extensive joint
study with HWU. However, for purposes of this analysis, the Applicant assumed that
connection cost could be minimized by interconnection at the Canoe Creek lnterceptor
at a distance of approximately 10.0 miles from the CCGS site.

To assess the cost of interconnecting to the Canoe Creek lnterceptor, a nationally
recognized architecUengineer, Burns & McDonnell, was engaged to provide a capital
cost estimate. The Applicant also had discussions with the HWU to assess their
estimates of interconnection cost. The capital cost consensus of Burns & McDonnell
and HWU was $1.0 million per mile for material, labor, road/railroad borings, and right-
of-way. Therefore the estimated capital cost to tie to the North Wastewater Treatment
Plant is $10.0 million. lncluding interest during construction at a 7.0% interest rate and
18 month construction period, the cost increases to $11,075,000.
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ln addition to the required capital cost, energy costs (pumping) and wastewater
treatment costs were calculated based on current electricity prices and the HWU
contract wastewater treatment rate currently in effect. The table below summarizes the
estimated total cost of interconnect¡ng to HWU at the Canoe Creek lnterceptor.

The on-site inlet water pretreatment facility and the ZLD facility would be required even if
CCG's effluent was discharged to the HWU system. Therefore, when considering the
economic feasibility of discharging to HWU, the only costs avoided by the Applicant are
the capital cost associated with the wastewater treatment plant ($700,000) and the
annual energy cost (based on 0.4MWh @$65/MWh) associated with that facility
($6,832,800, over 30 years),

The estimated life-cycle cost of transporting the Applicant's wastewater to HWU is
approximately $gZ million. The incremental cost associated with use of the HWU
system is $85.5 million (HWU cost less the cost associated with Applicant's wastewater
treatment plant). Based on CCG's KPDES application, this cost represents $20,000 to
$60,000/ton for typical wastewater pollutants (BoD5, TSS, etc) and $100,000 to
$1,000,000/ton for metal pollutants discharged from the CCGS.

Attachment lll.5
Along with contributing to the Henderson County tax base, which is utilized to fund
community development and schools, the employment opportunities associated with the
CCGS will typically pay higher wages (ranging from $44,000 to $91,500) than that of the
county average. This results in opportunities for personal economic growth and
supports sustainable, skilled laborers and managers that will live in and support the
economy of the community.

Additionally, according to the 2006 data obtained from Kentucky's Cabinet for Economic
Development, the median household annual income for this area is $29,236, which is
below both the state and national averages of $29,729 and $36,714, respectively.
Based upon 2007 data, the service industry comprises the largest percentage of jobs in
Henderson County, with an average weekly wage of $476 or an annual income of
roughly $24,750 a year. Jobs created by the CCGS will supply salaries similar to that of
the manufacturing industry, with semi-skilled employees earning in excess of $40,000 a
year. The CCGS can be expected to increase the median household annual income
substantially.

Furthermore, in a county where 14o/o oî the entire population lives below the federally
mandated poverty line' and nearly 20o/o of the children 18 years or younger are also
below the poverty line, each job (direct or indirect) produced by this project is vitally
important to the health and welfare of the community.

Cost Element Annual Exoense Life-Cvcle Gost (3O-vear)
Capital Cost $11,075,000
Enersy Cost (2 MW @ $65/MWh $1.138.800 $34,164,000
Wastewater ($3. 1 1/kqals) $1,566,500 $47.076.900
Total Cost $2.705.300 $92,315.900
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Another benefit to the community is that the production of natural gas and electricity in
the CCGS results in a dramatic reduction of priority air pollutants (SO2, NOx, CO, VOC,
and particulates), hazardous air pollutants (including mercury), and ozone (formed by
VOC and NOx) as compared to traditional coal-fired electric generation technologies.

Finally, the CCGS will capture virtually all CO2 (a greenhouse gas) generated in the
gasification process. This CO2 has been sold for EOR. This beneficial re-use of CO2
represents only the second application of carbon capture for EOR from a coal
gasification facility in North America.
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Resources Gonsulûed

lUS Oensus Bureau, Small Area lncome &
http://www. census.oov/coi-bin/saipelsaipe. cqi

Poverty Estimates, 2005.


